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CHAPTER I: THE PROGRAM

Type of Program. This program was designed to pro-

vide instruction concentrating on the individual needs of

physically handicapped children in hospital schools. It

was an intensive remedial reading program. It was organiz-

ed into small class units with emphasis on individualized

instruction. The program was tailored to meet the academic

retardation, physical handicaps and emotional stresses con-

tinually arising in the lives of the hospitalized children.

Purpose. The program was instituted in order to pro-

vide a structure that would prevent mental and physical

stagnation and academic regression, particularly in the

basic skill area of reading. The purpose of such interven-
,

tion was to help students cope more successfu1lwith the

academic demands of their source schools during the next

school year.

Population. The program was designed to serve approxi-

mately 330(*) handicapped children in 22 separate hospital

settings. Children on all school levels who were confined

to the participating hospitals were eligible for the pro-

gram. The students were admitted on a voluntary basis,

(*) As always, the hospital stay of children in the program
was indeterminate. Many children did not stay the full
six weeks. As one child left, another, sometimes
several others, would be admitted to class rolls. Thus
the population figure of 330 was closely approximated
for every day of the six-week program.
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through referrals from doctors or nurses, or through

teacher selection.

Length of Program. There were 28 teaching sessions

scheduled. The program began on July 1, 1975 and ended

on August 8, 1975. The school day was scheduled to begin

at 8430 and end at 12:00 Noon.

Program Objective. There was one program objective,

namely: to help pupils achieve mastery of instructional

objectives in reading which they failed prior to instruc-

tion as measured by the CROFT (Redding) criterion refer-

enced test.

CHAPTER II: EVALUATION PROCEDURES

Evaluation ObJectiires. There were three evaluation

objectives. They were:

1. To determine if, as a result of participation

in the probram, 70% of the pupils master at

least one instructional objective which prior

to the program they did not master.

2. To determine, as a result of participation in

the program, the extent to which pupils demon-

strate mastery of instructional objectives.

3. To determine tha extent to which the program,

as actually carried out, coincided with the

program as described in the Project Proposal.

Implementation of Objectives. Evaluation objectives

#1 and #2 were implemented in the following ways:

-Pretesting. -There-were several possibilities
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fin' movement of pupils through the

program:

1. Pretest - Non-Mastery - Instruction on

CROFT objectives.

2. Pretest - Mastery - Retest (until non-

mastery was encountered, then) Instruc-

tion on CROFT objectives.

3. Pretest - Non-Mastery (on a level below

or above CROFT) - Instruction on other

than CROFT objectives.

Selection of the instructional objectives were made by

the teachers. This selection was based on information

from several sources. The level for pretesting was some-

times based on information obtained from records of city-

wide testing done in May, 1975 for Title I children. In

other instances teachers used informal testing procedures

such as oral reading from graded texts to ascertain irror

patterns and then selected appropriate instruction at

levels from the CROFT. The Wide Range Achievement Test

(WRAT) was also used as a pre-placement diagnostic tool

so that appropriate skill levels could be more logically

established than was possible by simply equating the

child's designated grade level with competence in those

skills on the CROFT which were listed for the respective

grades.

A diagnostic profile could be made for each child

who functioned within the limits of the CROFT. The pres-

cription for teaching was provided by the error patterns



recorded on the individual record cards provided by

CROFT. (See Appendices A and B for both sides of

the record.form).

Instruction. The period of instruction, the type

of instruction, (individual-classroom, individual-bedside,

or small group) was determined by the teacher. This deter-

mination was made dependent on staffing, the physical and

emotional condition of the pupil, and the type of activity

in which they were to be involved.

Posttesting. A posttest on each objective on which

the pupil received instruction followed instructional

sessions. Posttesting was done for all pupils except for

the 84 students listed in Table A (p.9 ) and for students

who mastered objectives on entry. The latter received no

instruction on the objectives mastered on entry and no

posttests. (See Table B, p. 9 )

Evaluation Objective #3. The success of the third

evaluation objective was determined through field visits

(personal observation and interview), collection of record

forms and supporting data such as instructional plans,

materials, and the dissemination and collection of an evalu-

ation form which gave the teachLes, paraprofessionals and

teachers-in-charge an opportunity to evaluate the following

aspects of the program:

1. Hospital facility and stalf*

(*) Item 9 on actual evaluation form. See appendix C for
sample form.

8



2. Communication between sites, centers and home

office

3. Materials

A. Testing (availability)

B. Instructional

4. Format of program

A. Strengths

B. Weaknesses

C. Test Instruments (strengths and weaknesses)

The number of visits and the sites to which visits were made

by the evaluator are listed in Table I. Activities in progress

and those planned for were monitored using the Site Visit

form devised by the writer. (See Appendix .0. Many

factors were considered in evaluating the manner in which

the program was implemented. The types of exceptionali-

ties, the educational prognosis for them the hospital

setting, and the type and quantity of materials were some

of the variables that were recorded.



TABLE 1

Hospital Sites Borough # of Classrooms # of Teachers # of PP**

Kingsbrook Jewish
Medical Center 1

*Downstate Medical
Center 1 1

*Kings County B(***) K 1 2 1

*Kings County E(*** 2 3

Cumberland 1 1

*Institute of (***)
Rehabilitation
Medicine 2

I.C,D.Rehabilita-
tion & Research
Center 1

*Beth Israel (***) 1

*New Bellevue(*:**)

*University 1

Mt. Sinai

*Special Surgery 141 2 3.

*Harlem 1 0

*Metropolitan 1 1 0

Presbyterian 1 1 0

*Lincoln X 1 1 0

*Morrisania 1 1 . o

*Bronx X 1 1 0

*Jacobi 1 0

*Fordham 1 0

*St. Mary's (***) 6 6 6

*Triboro (***) 1 1 0

Totals 29 32 12

*Sites visited
**Paraprofessionals

10
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CHAPTER III: FINDINGS

Program Objective. The program appeared to be

successful in meeting its objective of helping pupils achieve

mastery of instructional objectives in reading which they fail

prior to instruction as measured by the CROFT (Reading)

Criterion Referenced Test.

Evaluation Objective #1. This objective was:

determine if, as a result of participation in the program, 70

percent of the pupils master at least one instructional object-

ive which prior to the program they did not master. This

objective was met. This objective was achieved by 91.7 percent

of the population. Mastery of one to two objectives was achieved

by 65.4 percent of the students (g = 189). Three to four

objectives were mastered by 17.0 percent of the students (N = 49).

Mastery of more than four objectives was achieved by 9.3 percent

of the students (ig = 27). This data is outlined in Table D,

page 10. Data loss, or depressed gains are attributable to the

fact that mastery may have been entered without supportive inform-

ation, or inappropriately entered as mastery for areas that required

achievement of at least 75% and thus could not be counted.

(rhe reader is reminded of the lack of differentiation by some

teachers between mastery on entry and mastery after instruction).

Evaluation Objective #2. This objective was met on a high

level of achievement, by 83 percent of the students recorded in_

Table E. This objective was: To determine, as a result of

participation in the program, e extent to which pupils demonstrate

mastery of instructional objectives. A mastery level of 76 - 100

ii
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percent of the objectives attempted after instruction was

reached by more than 50 percent of the population. There

were 131 children (53.3%) who mastered objectives at this

level. (See Table E for additional information.)

Evaluation Objective #3. This objective was:

determine the extent to which the program, as actually

carried out, coincided with the program as described in the

Project Proposal. This objective was evaluated using

information gained in interview sessions with teachers and

paraprofessionals, information from the program coordinator,

materials gathered from the classrooms (submitted by the

teachers) and from direct observation by the writer.

Deviations from the original design were minor. The

deviations, however, highlight weak areas in the program

design and suggest that careful attention be given to the

remediation of the underlying problems which produced the

differences between design and actuality.

12



TABLE A

(9)

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL NON-MASTERY ON PRETEST AND NO POST-TEST
FOLLOW UP

*NEI

Pre-Test Failure Number of Pupils Percentage of
Total Population
N=375

9-10

70108

5-6

3-4 2 005

1-2 82 22.000

Totals 84 22405

TABLE B

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY (*) OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES
PRIOR TO INSTRUCTION

Percentage of Mastery Number of Percentage
of Instructional Objectives Pupils of Pupils

76-100% 265 71.00

51-75% 26 7.00

26-50%

0-25%

(*) Achievement of 75% was considered as mastery for this
program

13
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TABLE C (see following pages)

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY BY INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVE
AS A RESULT OF INSTRUCTION

TABLE D

DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES
MASTERED AFTER INSTRUCTION

Number of Instructional
Ob ectives Mastered

Number of
Pu ils

Percentage
of Pupils

None 8,3

1-2 189 65.4

3-4 49 17.0

5.4 15 5.2

7-8 5 1.7

9-10 etc. 7 2.4

289

14



TABLE C

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY BY INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES
AS A RESULT OF INSTRUCTION

Instructional
Objectives

Ratio df #
pupilf achieving masterv No. of Percentage
puRilajittempting mastery Pupils of Mastery

**
2-4-13

0 0-25

1 26-50

3 51-75

12 76-100

2-2-1 0 0-253

0 26-50

3 76-100

2-2-2 0 0-25

0 26-50

0 51-75

9 76-100

2-2-4
-5
19 1 0-25

6 26- 0

7 51-75

5 76-100

2-2- 0 0-2

0 26-50

1

6 76-100

Each objective has scoring possibilities from 0-100.
See Appendices A and B for CROFT record cards showing

objectives and levels of mastery.
**
Centers with pupils above and below the scope of CROFT used
materials and tests of their ovn choice. Those students are
not recorded here.

15
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TABLE C (continued)

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY BY INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVE
AS A RESULT OF INSTRUCTION

Instructional
Objective

Ratio of #
pupils achieving mastery

No. of
pupils

Percentage
of Mastery

pupils attempting mastery

2-1-1 12
6 0-2,22

3 26-50

3 31-75

10 76-100
2-1-2 16

018

0 26-50

51-75

15 76-100
2-1-4 12_

0 0-2525

12 51-75

10 76-100
2-1-5

0 0-2

0 26- 0

0 51-75

5 76-100
2-1-6 18

0 0-2524

0 26-50

6 51-75

18 76-100
2-1-9 10

--TV- 3 0-25

o 26-50

1 51-75

10 76-100

16



TABLE C (continued)

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY BY INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES
AS A RESULT OF INSTRUCTION

(13)

Instructional Ratio of # No. of Percentage
Objective Pupils achieving mastery Pupils of Mastery

Pupils attempting mastery

2-4-1
2
8 0-25

1

26- o

51-75

76-100
2-4-2

0 0-25

1 26-50

1 51-75

2 76-100
2-4-3

0-252

26- 0

1 1-

1 76-loo
2-4-4 2__

0-2510

4 26-50

1 51-75

5 76-100
2-4-6 12

0-2523

3 26-50

13 51-75

6 76-100
2-4-7

0-252

0 26-50

2 51-75

76-100

17
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TABLE C (continued)

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY BY INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES
AS A RESULT OF INSTRUCTION

Instructional
Objectives

Ratio of #
Pupils achieving mastery

No.of
Pupils

Percentage
of Mastery

Pupils attempting mastery

0 0-25

2-4-8
2___

24

8 76-100

2 -4 -9 0 0-2510

1 26-50

51-75

Total number of pupils .... 245

TABLE E

5 76-100

'DISTRIBUTION OF PERCENTAGE OF PUPILS ACHIEVING VARIOUS LEVELS
OF MASTERY OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES (*)

Percentage of Mastery of
Irstructicnal Objectives

Number of Percentage of
Pupils Pupils

0..25 il 4.5

26-50 30 12.2

51-75 73 30.0

76-100 131* 53-3

245

*Total plus 20 students passing on objectives
(special objectives)

2-4-13

18
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Timing of Instructional Sessions. The program was

in operation from July 1st to August 12th with instruction-

al sessions of 31 hours, beginning on July 2nd and ending

on August 8th. There was some descrepancy between the num-

ber of days planned for testing and instruction and the

number that were actually available. Orientation sessions

July 1st and July 7th and collection of test materials and

records on August 4th and 5th, reduced the amount of data

available, though there was sufficient supportive data to

mea'sure all objectives. The time for instruction was some-

times reduced by pupil absence due to visits to or by medi-

cal specialty units. Short term admissions or early dis-

char#es further reduced the amount of testing, instruction

and re-testing that was possible.

Record Keening. Differentiations between non-mastery

because of insufficient instruction, non-mastery after in-

struction, and unexpected exits because of medical discharge

were not uniformly made. Hence reasons for no post-tests

cannot be stated unequivocally. The information in Tables

A and B then must be interpreted with the knowledge that

the information from which they were drawn was not oomplete.

Two factors may account for gaps in the test records: lack

of familiarity with the instrument, and delay in acquisi-

tion of testing procedures, manuals and materials.

Records on the length of stay and time devoted to in-

struction per pupil were not uniformly kept. Statistics

on these aspects of the program were recorded for some

19
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centers by the evaluator personally or supplied by teachers.

Variations in the time for the school day existed, as well

a3 the length of the school day. Early morning arrivals by

some teachers paralleled the breakfast, bathing, dressing

hospital routine. Teachers in some facilities used this

-time to visit the wards to check for new admissions or dis-

charges affecting their registers. Some teachers on evalua-

tion visits stayed as late as 1:30 at their own insistence,

seeking clarification of procedures.

Instructional Content. The major focus of the instruc-

tional sessions was on reading. A variety of materials was

used. Films and filmstrips were used to motivate the chil-

dren to read. Puzzles, reading games and language stimula-

tion activities were used. At least an hour and a half of

reading or reading related experiences were engaged in by

most students at each session. This included intensive in-

dividual instruction, independent review, and small group

activities. Change of pace activities included music, arts,

crafts and discussions. Mathematics instruction was geared

toward furthering reading skills. This included problem

solving activities and practice in reading number words.

Materials. The late arrival of testing materials and

uncertainty about testing procedures reduced the amount of

testing and re-testing that could have been done. The quan-

tity and quality of instructional materials varied from site

to site. Some centers were well-stocked with children's

literature as well as instructional texts. Others were less

2 0
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adequately provided for either because the available

material was beyond the level of the population or the

teacher felt uncomfortable using winter stock" belong-

ing to another teacher without permission. One center

in the Bronx was the recipient of special funds for sup-

plies from the staff of the host hospital. Another tea-

cher was able to secure materials,,including xeroxing

privileges from her winter job and thus could function

more adequately in that center.

Evaluation Returns. There were 33 responses to the-.

EVALUATION OF SUMMER PROGRAM FORM. Responses to sections of the fanm

varied. Not everyone responded to every section. See Appendix C

for the form to which the following responses were made.

Communication. There were numerous breakdowns in

communication which resulted in a fairly dangerous isola-

tion of teachers from program goals, proper procedure, and

supportive services, even by telephone. The telephone sys-

tem in some hospitals was chronically out of order. In

other cases, because of bedside visits, or distribution of

pupils 'on several floors, teachers were often not accessible

by phone. However, most of the personnel (81.8%) who re-

sponded to the 1975 evaluation form rated communication good

to satisfactory (N=27) for

project sites and centers.

cation as fair. Rating of

materials by project staff

communication with the office and

Five persons (15%) rated communi-

classroom location, equipment and

was good. Twenty-four persons

21



(70.5%) rated location good, six (la%) satisfactory and

three (9%) as'unsatisfactory. Equipment and materials

were rated by 58% (N=20) as good, 20% (N=7) as ample anti

9% (N=3) as insufficient.

Program Goals. The format of the program was rated

as to strengths and weaknesses as was the test instrument

(CROFT). Program goals were not always interpreted ac-

curately by hospital staff and the classroom was seen as

a supplement or an alternative to the recreation room.

Arrival of students was another problem area. In some in-.

stances students did not arrive for instruction in the

classroom before 9:15, 9:30. Physical therapy, occupation-

al therapy, medication schedules, tests and visits by the

doctor, further diminished the time for instruction.

Of the 27 persons responding to this section of the

evaluation form, 23 rated the emphasis on reading, the

diagnostic facets, individualization of instruction and

the specificity of problem areas (via the CROFT) as

strengths (85%). The amount of record keeping required

by this program and the short span of the program were cited

as weaknesses by 20 persons (74%). The other responses

cited short supply of materials necessitating xeroxing,

and the amount of time spent in testing as opposed to

teaching time, as weaknesses.

2 2
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CHAPTER IV: SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS,
CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The program objective appears to have been achieved in

that the evaluation objectives were met. Evaluation objective

#1 was met by 91.7 percent of the population. Evaluation

objective #2 was met at a high level also. Fifty-three percent

of the children mastered objectives on a level of at least 76

percent.

The quality of the staff was high and their involve-

ment was exemplary. They worked with a good sense of

responsibility but were frustrated by:

1. lack of knowledge of proper testing procedures,

2. insufficient and delayed dissemination of materials,

3. rapid entry and exit of pupils.

Recommendations. This program responds to the need

for continuity of education for hospitalized children whose

chronic conditions necessitate-lengthy hospital stays. It is

less responsive to the needs of acute problems since severe

illness and rapid recovery (and discharge) preclude intensive

or sustained instruction. The diagnostic component answers

a real need for specificity of attack on academic problems.

The lack of follow-up was unfortunate. The following

recommendations are being made on the basis of observation of

the program and additional data collected in the role of evaluator.

It is recomnended that:

1. The program be re-funded.

2. The program be re-written to include pre-program

2 3
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orientation, introduction to materials, and training in

their use.

3. Teachers keep,and submit for analysis,records

which include length of time on rolls and number of sessions

of instruction.

4. The records of diagnostic and instructional work

done in the program be forwarded to the pupils1. parents and

5. The budget be increased to include instructional

materials for centers.

6. Criterion Referenced materials continue to be

utilized as diagnostic tools.

2 4
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Title I

Summer, 1975
B/E #09-61607

(21)

This program was designed tO provide intensive reading

instruction to individual hospitalized, landicapped children.

,J4rie instructional strategies were adopted to answer the needs

of children who were academically retarded, physically handi-

capped, or emotionally maladjusted. The diagnostic and remedial

work was to be geared toward the.prevention of mental And physical

stagnation, and academic regression, particularly in the area of'

reading.

B/E project #09-61607 served 375* children in 22 hospi-

tal settings. There were 29 classrooms with 32 teachers. The

classrooms were located in the Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan, and

Queens. Twelve.paraprofessionals were assigned to the program.

Of the twelve assigned, nine were observed during site visits.

Three student teachers and several volunteers increased the

staff in at least three centers. The program began on July 1,

1975 and ended on August 12,1975.

The CROFT (Reading) Criterion Reference Test was used as

the offie.al diagnostic and evaluation instrument. The evaluation

objectives were met. Approximately 92 percent of the pupils

.mastered at least one objective which prior to the program they

did not master. Fifty three percent of the pupils mastered at

least 76 percent of the instructional objectives to which they were

exposed after having demonstrated previous non mastery.

* A hospitalized population is subject to frequent departures. As
children left, others replaced them. The population count approx-
imated 330 for each day of the program.
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32. Program Abstract: Please provide an abstract of your project, including
aspects of the project which account for highly positive results. Provide
a summary of the findings in relation to the objectives, as well as a descrip-
tion of the pedagogical methodology employed.
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30. Criterion Referenced Test Results: In the table below, enter the requested Information about criterion re-

ferenced test results used to evaluate the effectiveness of short treatments (less than 60 hours) in reading

or mathematics. Use the instructional objective codes provided on pp.2-4 of the instruction manual. Provide

only those'instructional objective codes which were addressed by the treatment and provide separate data for

each test used and each level tested, Use additional sheets if necessary. Record in columns 2, 3 and 4 ohly

those participants who completed both tests.
.

.

Code Instructional

Objective

Publisher Level

Component

Code

1./

Subgroup

2/

iTisuff''.-

H

Pretest Posttest

No. of Pupils No. of

Pupils

from

Col. 2

Passine

12

No. of.

Pupils

from"

Col. 2,

Failing,

10

.

Passing Failing

_,(1)

Data

(2)

22

.......

2101 'Letter Recognition

Groit laic

Services 60861

i Cong9nanta
0 0 n 18 16 2

, Consonant

242.45.41eE43.

.

2140.:_j_o1p1s . ..

21O3,8Consonsneds

39 31 8

n
n

n n 47 31 16

18 14 4

am Compound Voris P II i-

..

N I

3 3 0

Contractions 9 91 0

A, Prefixes &
22u, suffixes p

.

' 1 19

.

4 .15

II
N N

7 7 0
Os

240 'Wins I 26 13 13'

2406

2408

LIlain Ideas . N 23 12 . 11

rAiiiiing
Conclusions ' 1 1

, 24 9 15

Inferences,
2403 Cause& Effect 4

I

1

..

*

J

it

1

* Ho
j 263

.7

168

. 3

97
TOTALS

*Recording procedures varied, Ogy positive failures could be reliably ascertained,
28 ; A 1.1, Invicate compount code used in previous sectiomsoLthis report use. to ascrive treatment and population.

2/ Provide data for the following groups separately: Neglected (code as N), Delinquent (code as D), Bilingual

code as B) and Kandicapped (code as H). Place the indicated code letter in the last column to signify the

subgroup evaluated. . . .
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Name

Individual Record Card

Date of Birth .1

Level P

Date

Pretest Mastery

Pattern Identification
cl - classificatio.
sq - sequence
cs - causation
cp - comparison

Paragraph Reading Objectives

A-1: The learner will recognize and select the detail taken
directly from the paragraph that best completas a sen-
tence. (Test A. Item 1)

:
9

/6
10

7
7

1,1

0
8

12

A-2: The learner will select a translation of a detail from the
nmagraph that best completes the sentence. (Test A,
Item 2)

Y ,2
°f5..),a.
%, 10

2,1
..7 .

41,1/
..

/4
:8#/

i1%i-1.)
7-12411- : The learner will recognize and select the signal words

relating to the paragraph pattern. (Test A. Item 3)
k .47.. 9. ..;°_-

W.
,-..

.
A-4: The learner w ill select the one response that best ex-

presses the main idea of the paragraph. (Test A. Item 4)

cl',
'dwicja ,I

9 a134
9s S4I
ce ,5q/

B-1:
...

The learner will complete a sentence by selecting a
detail that is imphed by the information given. (Test B.
item 1)

1

5
9

2
6

10

3
7

11

4
8

12

, 13-2; The learner will select a statement that tells the relation-
ship among the ideas in the paragraph. (Test B, Item 2)

cp
cp
cl

sq
cl
cs

sq
cp
sq

cs
cs
cl

B-3: Tne learner will select the main idea that may be inferred
!: o m information in the paragraph. (Test B, item 3)

cp
cp
cl

sq
cl
cs

sq
cp
sq

cs
cs
cl

C-1: The learner will analyze a paragraph and select the
question (main idea) that best states the problem. (Vest
C. Item 1)

1

5
9 .

2
6

10

3
7

11

4
8

12

C-2: The learner will select the hypothesis that best fits the.
situation. (Test C. Item 2)

1

9

2

10

3

11

4

12

C-3: The learner wiN distinguish between relevant and irre-
levant details and select whichever is called for. (Test C.
Item 3)

1

5

9

2
6

10

3
7

11

4
8

12

,

D-1: The learner will select the criterion that is the most
appropriate basis for making a judgment. (Test D.
Item 1)

1

5
9

2
6

10

3
7

11

4
8

12

D-2: The learner will select a judgment based on the cri-
terlon. (Test D. Item kl 5

9

2
6

10

3
7

11

4
8

12

(, 25)

APPENDIX A:
the McGuire-Bumpus

diagnostic
reading comprehension

test

Level I

Date

Pretest Mastery

1

5
9

2 3,
6 7

10 .11

4
8

12

1

5
9

2 3
. 6 .7

10 11

: 4
. 8
12

cl
cl
cp

cs sq
cp cs
cl . cs

cp .

sq
sq

cl
cl
cp

cs sq
cp es
cl cs

cp
sq
sq

.1

5
9

2 3
6 7

10 11

4
d

12

cp
cp
cl

sq sq
cl cp
cs sq

-cs ..

cs !
-ci

cp
cp
cl

sq sq
cl cp
cs sq

cs
cs
cl '-

1

5
9

2 3
6 7

10 11 .

4
8 .

12H

1

5
9

2 3
6 7

10 11

4
8

12

1

5
9

2 3
6 7

10 11

4
. 8

12 '

1

. 5
9

2 3,
6 7

10 11

4
8

12

1

5..

9

2 3
6 . 7 .

10. it
4'

.' 8
12

edualtirmal sertic.ra--i1973. -7-7



'N Name
44

uol Date of Birth

32

Date

Pretest Mastery
Readiness Objectives

Individual Record Card

GOAL A: ORAL LANGUAGE READINESS

OLR-1' Given an appropriate object or situation, the learner

will talk about it in one or more simple sentences. Con.

crete Level.

OLR-2 Given an appropriate graphic illustration of things and

events within his.experience. the learner will talk about il

in one or more simple sentences, Semi-abstract Level.
--,

OLR-3 Given an appropriate oral stimulus. the learner will

talk m one or more simple sentences about past or an-

ticipated experiences related to it. Abstract Level.

t
.

GOAL B: WRITTEN LANGUAGE READINESS
, .

WLR-1 Given an appropriate object or situation, the learner will

dictate in two or three simple sentences an experience

story about what he is currently doing. He will "read'

it back from memOry with more than hall the words cor-

, rect. Concrete Level,

. WLR-2 Given an appropriate graphic illustration ol things and

events within his experience, the learner will dictate an
,

experience story about it in Iwo or three simple sen-

tences, He will "read.' it back from memory with more

than hall the words correct, Semi-abstract Level.

_

WLR-3a Given an appropriate oral stimulus, the learner will clic-

tate in two Of three simpie sentences an experience

. story about a past or anticipated experience. He will

"read" it back from memory with more than half the

words correct.

. WLR.3b Given the mastery of the preceding objectives and.prac.

tice in recognizing words taken from the stories, the

learner willrecognize at sight a minimum of 10 words.

Abstract Level

,

GOALS C ., D, E,.F: PATTERN READINESS

, ,

PR-1 'Given in appropriate choice of several familiar objects.

the learner will choose three that belong to the same.

.class (based on a selected characteristic such aa color,

size, shape,.texture, weight, Pare, function. etc.), label

. them (call:them by name); and tell why they belong to-

gethe'r, Concrete Level...

Date

Pretest Mastery

the McGme-Bumpus

diagnostic

reading comprehension

observation checklist

PR-2 Given an appropriate choice of illustrations of several

familiar objects or events, the learner will choose three
.

that belong to the same class (based on a recognizable

characteristic), label them, and tell why they belong to-

gether. Semi-abstract Level.

PR-3 Given lour dictated words. three of which belong to the

same class, the learner will select the three that belong

together and tell why they do. Abstract Level,

PR-4 Given an appropriate group of objects, the learner will

senate them by size, shades of color, texture, etc Con-.

crete Level.

PR-5 Given three appropriate pictures, the learner will .se-

quence them and tell the story they depict. Seini-ab-

stract Level,

PR-6 Given three simple oral directions, the learner will follow

them in sequence. Abstract Level:

,

PR-7 Given an appropriate situation for discussion, the learn-

er will give plausible reasons why an event is occurring

or predict its possible outcomes, Concrete Level,

PR-8 Given an approPriate picture, the learner will explain

what is occurring and give plausible reasons font or

describe possible outcomes of the event depicted,

_
.

PR-9 Given an oral story containing , instances of the cause-

effect pattern, the learner will relate why something

happened or will describe the effects of certain aCtions.

Abstract Level,

..

PR-10 Given three objects, twe of which are alike, the learner

will choose the two that, are alike and tell how the other

one is different. Concrete Level.

PR-11 Given pictures of three objects, two of which are alike,

the learner will indicate the two that are alike and tell

how the other one is different, Semi-abstract Level,

. PR-12 Given the names of two objects familiar, to him', the

learner will tell how they are alike or different, AbStract

Level,



Name

Date of Birth

Date

Pretest Mastery
READINESS OBJECTIVES

t:4

X

Individual Record Card

Goal A

R 1: Given groups ol four letters, the learner will

be able to select and mark the letter he

hears dictated by the teacher with 80%

accuracy. (Test R 1)

rn s

r f

d n

w I

k v

I Y

z c

b

1

h

g

u

q

p

a

a

1

3 C

. ms b e
R 2: The learner will be able to write the letters

of the alphabet in scrambled order, as clic.
d n h

tated by the teacher, with 80% accuracy, wi I

(Test R 2)
o k ti II

y qx z

Goal B

R 3: Given lour pictures whose names begin % 7 13 20

with three different sounds, the learner will 27 33 40 47

be able to mark the two beginning with the 53 60 67 73

same sound as two dictated words with 80 87 93 100

80% accuracy. (Test R 31

_.

R 4: When the teacher says the separate sound

elements of a word, the learner will be able
% 10 20

to blend them and say the word with 80%
30 40 50 60

accuracy. (Test R 4) 70 BO 90 100

.3

Goal C

R 5: Given tour choices, the learner will be able

to mark the word that is the same as the

lir st word with BO% accuracy. (Test A 5)

5 10 15 20

25 30 35 40

45 50 55 60

65 70 75 80

85 90 95 100

PHONICS OEJECTIVES (Consonants)

Date

Pretest Mastery

the COOPER-McGUIRE

diagnostic

word-analysis

test

Goal A ms b r

P 1: The learner will be able to recognize the f I P
c(k)

consonant corresponding to the sound he
d n w c(s)

hears at the beginning of two dictated

words with 100% accuracy. (Test P 1)

h

v

I k

i

g(j)

1

m c(k) n s

P 2: The learner will be able to recall the sound P d b g
of a given consonant and match it to a plc. I t r k

lure beginning with the same sound with Y h vi gil
100% accuracy. (Test P 2) v

c(s)

zit
. ,

P 31 The learner will be able lo make new words

by substituting initial consonants in known,

dictated words with 100% accuracy. (Test

P 3)

I r md
b p c(k) fl

gs 1 j

y I w h

k c(s) v g(j)

P 4: The learner will be able to use the context

plus the initial consonant sound lo figure

out unknown words with 80% accuracy.

(Test P 4)

10 20 30 40

50 60 70 80

90 100

P 5; ffie learner will be able to recognize the

consonant corresponding to the sound he

hears at the end ol two dictated words with

100% accuracy. (Test P 5)

g t d

mn p r

I s [(le) k

ye ge ce z

P 6: The learner will be able to indicate whether

a given consonant sound is heard at the % I° 20
beginning, middle, or end of a dictated 30 40 50 60

word with BO% accuracy. (Test P 6) 70 80 90 100

P 7: The learner will be able to recognize the

consonant blend or digraph he hears at

the beginning of two dictated words with

100% accuracy, (Test P 7)

1

sh ch wh th

th bl sp br

cl dr cr

11 fr gl tr

pl gr sl pr

sm qu thr sn

tw squ str sw

sk spl sc spr

scr shr

cl th sw

tr wh gr

P 8: The learner will be able to make new words , pl bl pr

by substituting initial consonant blends and sn st br

digraphs In known dictated words with dr shr tw

100% accuracy, (Test P 8) ,scr str ch

spl cr srn

squ sc gl

11 th

P 9: The learner will be able to recognize the

consonant blend or digraph he hears at

the end of two dictated words with 100%

accur acy, (Test P 9)

sh st th ft

nd nk nt ng

pt lk Ich gh

sp dge skit
Id ch nch

ck mp



'3

Pretest Mastery

PHON a OBJECTIVES (Vowels)

Goal B

P 10; The learner will be able to recognize and

write the vowel he hears in a dictated word

with 100% accuracy. (Test P 10)

o

a

u

ea

i

ue
e

e

i

o

a

u

o

i

P 11; The learner will be able to differentiate

between the long and short vowel sounds

when they are presented in dictated wAs

. with 100% accuracy. (Test P 11)

a i 0

P 12: The learner will be able to identify the

vowel heard in a dictated word and record

whether its sound is long, short, or r.con

trolled with 100% accuracy (Test P 121

i

e

a

o

u

e

or

Ur

a

i

0

u

ar

er

ir

P 13: The learner will: be able to identify the

letters representing the vowel digraph or .

diphthong he hears when these sounds are

dictated with.100% accuracy. (Test P 13)

6C) aw ai

ow oi ou

ee ow tro

ay all ew

ea

oa

eu

oy

P 14: The learner will be able to indicate the

vowels he hears in dictated words of one
.

or more syllables with 80% accuracy'

(Test 1) 14)

%

30

70

0

40

80

10

50

90

20

60

100

P 15: Given statements of the most common

vowel principles, the learner will be able

to indicate .which one applies to a given

word with 100% accuracy. (Test P 151

Principles 5

2 4 1

1 5 3

,

4

2

P 16: Given a list of nonsense words, the learner .

will be able to mark the vowels to.indicate

whether they are long, short, r-controlled.

or unsounded with 100% accuracy. (Test

P 16)

.

Principles 4

2 3 1

1 4 3

5

2

5

P 17; Given a list of nonsense words, the learner

will be able to pronounce them according
: .

to the letter sounds and vowel principles

that have been taught with 100% accuracy.

(Test P 17)

04

5

25

45

65

85

10,

30

50

70

90

15

35

55

75

95

0

20

40

60

80

100

STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS OBJECTIVES

Goal A

S 1; The learner will be able to identify the

simple endings that denote tense (ed, ing) ,
e(d) ed(ed) $

number (s, es), person (5, es), possession
est ing es

('s), and comparison (er, est) when inflected

forms of words are dictated with 100%

er

5

en ed(I)

accuracy. (Test 5 1)

OCROFT EDUCATIONAL SERVICES, INC.., 1972

Date

Pretest Mastery

S 2: The learner will be able to identify the root

word in an inflected form (having an end.

ing) or in a derived form (having a prefix or

suffix) with 100% accuracy. (Test S 2)

% 0 10 20

1 30 40 50 60

70 80 ;90 100

....

% 0 10 20

2 30 40 50 60

70. 80 90 100

Goal B

S 3: Given a compound work, the learner will

be abie to diwde it into its component parts

with 80% acci:racy. (Test S 3)

% 0 10 .20,

30 40 50 60

70 80 .. 90 .100.-

S 4: The learner will be able to write the two

words for which a contraction stands with

100% accuracy, (Test S 4)

% 0 10 20 ,.

30 40 50

70 80 90 100

S 5; The learner wilt be able to identify prefixes

and suffixes in a list of derivatives with 100%

accuracy. (Test S 5)

y in . nee

ness dis ful

n ex mAntu
--....

ward, able ly'

pre less sub

re m is ish

anti 1st

S 6: Given a. list of prefixes and suffixes, the

learner will be able to identif y the affix to be

added to a given root word lo 'make sense

in a sentence with .100% accuracy. (Test

S 6)

% 0 10 '20'

30 40 '50 60 '.

, 70 80 90 100

. .

Goal D .

S 7: The learner will be able to indicate the num.

ber ol syllables heard in'a dictated word by

counting the . vowel 'sounds with' 100%

accuracy. (TEST S 7)

%

5 10 15 20 .

:

,

25 30 35 40.2

45 50 55 60 ..,
:

65 70 75 80

85 90 95 '100 H

S 8; The learner will be able to apply vowel prin.

ciples to syllables and indicate Whether the

vowel sound in a syllable is long, short, or

r-controlled with.100% accuracy (Test S 8)

...

q 7
!Principles

1 5
2

2 3

, .

S 9: Given a list of two.syllable nonsense words,

the1earner will be able to divide them into

uyllables according to :the 'principles of

syllabication with 100% accuracy. (Test S

9)

,

.

Principles

.2 .1' .3 6

' 4 5 1 3,

2 5 . 6 4,

,

S 10: Given a lisl ol two-syllable nonsense

word% the learner ' wi! be able to pro-

nounce them, making application of vowel

sounds 'and principles to syllables with ..

100% accuracy. (Test S 10).'

.

Vs

' 8 .17 25 '33:

42 50 '56 67''.'

75 63 . 92 100,



Paraprofessional

(27)

Teacher Teacher In Charge

EVALUATION OF SUMMER PROGRAM

Summer, 1975 Evaluator: Dr. Mary McKnight-Taylor

STAFF STATISTICS

1. Educational Level

High School 2 yrs of college 4 yrs college

Masters Other (2 Master's.credits above Master's, etc.)

2. Number of years (teaching assisting) in regular education.

3. Number of years (teaching, assisting) in special education.

4. Number of Summers in this program.

5. ___(yes) (1 ) Special training in testing. (If yes, please

indicaL college courses Board of Educ. Seminars

other.

6. (yes ) (no) Special training in teaching reading.

(If yes, please indicate: college courses

reading specialist

7. Percent of time spent during the regular school year

on reading or reading related activities.

8. Your areas of strength:

diagnostic

remedial procedures

knowledge of materials

creativity in producing materials

knowledge of language other than English:

speak understand

Yiddish, Italian,

38
Spanish: Other,

.-APPENDIX-C-

write



HOSPITAL FACILITY AND STAFF

9. ClassrOom

) Location:

( 2 8 )
Evaluation of Summer Program

Page 2

good satisfactory

unsatisfactory

(b) Equipment and materials: good

insufficient

1 , Communication between sites centers and home office

good fair poor

(Cite examples)

11, Materials

(a) Testing: available in sufficient quantity

not available in sufficient quantity

available wi delay

(b) Instructional:

limited range

insufficient quantity

made my own

wide range

sufficient quantity

bought new materials

borrowed from winter stock

12, FORMAT OF PROGRAM

'Testing Instruments 'Strengths and "Weaknesses (Please 'use

3 u Oiltr side).



(29)

DATA COLLECTION --FORM
PROJECT: B/E # 09-61607 Evaluator: Dr. Mary McKnight-Taylor

SUMMER PROGRAM FOR HOSPITALIZED HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

Please keep records which will supply the following information:

1. Entry Level Objective(s) Number and category

2. Characteristics of pupils:

a. Physical condition

b. Mental level

c. Energy level (scale of 1 to 5)

d. Attention span (scale of 1 to .5)

e. Special problems

Time spent in reading or reading-related activities:

a. Objective

b. Textbooks (Science, Basal, etc.)

c. Language Arts

4. Type of instruction group:

a. Small

b. Individual

c. Bedside

d. Independent work

Instructor:

a. Teacher

b. Para-professional

c. Volunteer

6. Materials (*)

Names

Manufacturers or publishers

Skills which it develops, etc.



(3o)

SITE VISITS
Dr. Mary McKnight-Taylor

Number of students

Date

Time

# teachers

# volunteers

# paraprofessionals

ACTIVITIES OBSERVED

Teaching of Reading

Skill(s)

Teaching of Math Testing

Ward visits Pre Post

Escorting children Yes No Interaction with
Hospital Staff

Conferences with nurses
Nurse

Arts and crafts
Doctor

Monitoring of class activities Other

Puzzles, games, etc.

Filmstrips

Lidtening activities ( records stories)

Groupingl

classroom Individual with teacher

Individual with Paraprofessional

Independent Bedside

Orthopedic problems C.P. wheelchair

Restricted upper extremities other

41
APPENDIX E



SITE VISITS
Page 2

COMMENTS

General impression of effectiveness of program as observed.

Program goals being met? To what extent?

Spacial problems as cited by staff:

Problems noted by evaluator:

APPENDIX E cont.)



DATA COLLECTION FORM

PROJECT: H/R #09-61607 SUMMER PROGRAM FOR HOSPITALIZED HANDICAPPED CH,11222L271
e.

cv

rn
Evaluator: Dr. Mary McKnight-Taylor

.0

WHO GIVEN WHAT

MATERIALS

33

DOES WHAT

ACTIVITY

HO11ELL
um WHOM 1ACCURACY TThE

SPENT

43


